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The purpose of this study is to examine email processing workflows of archivists 
at universities in the United States. Through in-depth, semi-structured interviews 
with seven archivists at six universities, this study explores the working practices 
and perspectives of archivists processing email collections. From selection and 
acquisition to access and discovery, participants shared their thoughts and 
experiences on email archiving at their institutions. With the assistance of 
qualitative coding software, I analyzed the latent and manifest content within the 
interview data. The goal of the study was not to determine standards and best 
practices for processing email. Rather, the study is intended to be a resource for 
archivists who are interested in learning how peers at other institutions are 
transforming the high volume of email data into accessible, significant records 
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More email was sent than postal mail for the first time in 1996. Since that year, 
email has been the most predominant form of business correspondence (Stephens, 2007). 
In 2020, an estimated average of 306.4 billion emails will be sent every day, with the 
average office worker sending 40 work-related emails and receiving 90 of them each day 
(Guttman, 2018). Email is a significant form of documentation that presents several 
challenges to archivist working to preserve the medium. One the greatest challenges of 
email is that the medium’s high volume of data makes appraising content, reviewing 
sensitive information, and describing email collections an onerous process, even with the 
assistance of automated tools. The purpose of this study is to explore the email 
processing workflows of archivists at universities in the United States. Through in-depth, 
semi- structured interviews with a selection of archivists, I will conduct an exploratory 
study that provides detailed description of the working practices and perspectives of 
archivists processing email collections. This study surveys various activities in the email 
lifecycle, including selection, acquisition, processing, and discovery and access. The goal 
of the study is not to determine standards and best practices for email archiving. Rather, 
the study is intended be a resource for archivists who are interested in learning how peers 
at other institutions are transforming the high volume of email data into accessible, 
significant records with documentary value.  None of the participants felt that they had 
“figured out” or perfected email archiving. The opposite was true. Participants 







their workflows and, in some cases where no workflows exist, planning and 
implementing new policies and procedures.  A key takeaway from this study is a single, 
perfect solution for email archiving does not exist. Archivists should explore and 










The literature and accompanying theories reviewed in this section concentrate on 
archival appraisal and methods of processing born-digital materials, with particular 
emphasis on how these traditional and digital approaches apply to processing archival 
email collections. The literature review begins with theories and practices of archival 
appraisal, with discussions of traditional appraisal processes and how these practices have 
been updated and adapted for the massive amounts of data contained in born-digital 
materials such as email. The next component in the literature review delves into the value 
of email as form of correspondence and documentation. The literature in this section 
argues that email contains historical and public records that archivists must preserve. The 
third section shifts the discussion from appraising the value of email to reviewing content 
of email in order to determine risks. This section focuses on strategies for sensitivity 
review and the challenges of adhering to privacy regulations while also following 
government and institutional mandates to make email collections accessible. This section 
also contains literature how tools for appraisal and identifying sensitive information can 
also aid in the description and eventual discoverability of email collections. The final 
section of the literature review examines case studies published by various institutions 
that present their experiences processing email. This section illustrates how archivists are 










A. Theories and Methods of Archival Appraisal 
Appraisal in the context of archives has multiple meanings as it is a process done 
throughout the lifecycle of archival materials. The Society of American Archivists (SAA) 
glossary describes appraisal as “process of determining whether records and other 
materials have permanent (archival) value” (“Appraisal,” n.d.). The description notes that 
appraisal does not occur at one point but can occur “prior to donation and prior to 
physical transfer, at or after accessioning.” The SAA definition also states that “basis of 
appraisal decisions may include a number of factors, including the records' provenance 
and content, their authenticity and reliability, their order and completeness, their 
condition and costs to preserve them, and their intrinsic value” (“Appraisal,” n.d.). The 
SAA definition provides a broad overview of appraisal but it does not address the 
differences in appraisal methodologies in regards to digital versus analog media. 
Discussion on the application of traditional appraisal methodologies to new digital 
media began in the mid-to-late 1990s, notably with Philip C. Bantin’s (1998) article on 
electronic records management strategies. Bantin’s article responds to two conflicting 
ideologies of the time that were grappling with the impact of information technology on 
archival theory and practice. On one side of the continuum, archivists argued for a re- 
orientation of archival practices, such as Charles Dollar, who, at the 1992 International 
Congress on Archives in Montreal, called for a new archival paradigm to accommodate 
the new realities of electronic records. Archivist and scholar Terry Cook (1996) 
supported Dollar’s position, declaring that archivists “must get our archival heads out of 
the sands of practice devised for medieval charters and papal decrees. We must realize 







of principle or archival tradition, but an act of willful neglect” (p. 141). On the other side 
of the continuum were those archivists doubling down on applying traditional practices to 
electronic records. One example of this viewpoint is the UBC-MAS Research Project on 
protecting the integrity of electronic records, which concluded that traditional archival 
concepts “continue to have resonance and, in fact, provide a powerful and internally 
consistent methodology for preserving the integrity of electronic records” (Duranti and 
MacNeil, 1996, p. 64). After examining these conflicting perspectives, Bantin promotes 
experimentation with both old and new archival theories and practices. Archivists need to 
be open to learning new skills to be effective at managing electronic records. These new 
skills would not transform an archivist into a programmer or systems analyst but would 
lead to “an archivist who can speak the language of the technologist” (Bantin, 1998, p. 
30). In terms of the appraisal and description of electronic records, Bantin supports a 
flexible approach that encourages exploration of electronic records issues and options, 
neither rigidly adhering to traditional practices nor completely disregarding them in favor 
of a new archival paradigm. 
More recent literature explicitly notes when to follow traditional archival theory 
and when to follow new methods in appraising born-digital materials. Harvey and 
Thompson (2010) propose automating aspects of the appraisal process for large volume 
of born-digital materials in archives. Using the Open Archival Information System 
(OAIS) reference model as a guide, Harvey and Thompson explore the potential for 
automated technical appraisal pre-ingest and re-appraisal of digital objects in a repository 
post-ingest. The authors emphasize that the automated process may work best for 







format of an object and our technical ability to maintain it” while intellectual appraisal 
“relates to the content of an object, and is principally concerned with provenance and 
content, authenticity and reliability, order and completeness, and intrinsic value” (p. 316). 
Automating intellectual appraisal is possible but would require more human intervention 
in order to address “issues of intellectual content and/or the “worth” or “value” of 
material” (p. 318). Five years after Harvey and Thompson’s paper, Anderson and 
Schwartz (2015) promote the top-down strategy of macro-appraisal as the most effective 
method for acquiring and stewarding digital content. While both articles present 
suggestions for appraising large volumes of born-digital materials, neither paper 
examines how these new appraisal methods may be adapted to email, a “network-born” 
medium possessing unique characteristics that are not found with other born-digital 
media 
B. Assessing the Value of Email as Form of Documentation 
With the literature establishing that digital materials require a mix of old and new 
theoretical approaches for appraisal and description, the next step in understanding the 
preservation of email archives is to examine the archival value of the medium. Email was 
not always understood to be medium worth long-term preservation. Literature on the 
technical aspects email delve into the different components and metadata that comprise 
an email message and demonstrate its value as an evidentiary form of documentation 
(Prom 2011, Ryan and Sampson, 2018). In addition to literature deconstructing the 
system architecture of email, literature on the conceptual understandings of email as a 
record and form of documentation exists. As late as 1987, United States government 







(Wallace, 2001, p. 6). The National Security Council (NSC) viewed email as a surrogate 
for “information that would be otherwise handled by phone” (1987). Establishing the 
“recordness” of government email involved almost a decade of litigation. The National 
Security Agency (NSA) instigated the process by taking legal action to block the 
National Archives & Records Administration (NARA) from erasing email messages from 
the Reagan presidency (including the Iran-Contra-related email backup tapes) stored on 
the PROFS system. 
Today, government email accounts are considered public records accessible for 
legal discovery under the Freedom of Information ACT (FOIA). NARA Bulletin 2014-06 
and the Criteria for Managing Email Records in Compliance with the Managing 
Government Records Directive M-12-18 (Ferriero, 2016) provide the most recent 
guidance on how government agencies should manage their email records. NARA 
advises agencies to follow a Capstone approach to archiving email. Capstone schedules 
select email for preservation based on the role or position of the account user rather than 
content of each individual email (NARA, 2015). Selection based on role often translates 
into action as preserving the email accounts of senior officials. 
While written guidance on archiving government email exists, there are limits to 
archival accountability. In their paper on changing archival perspectives and regulatory 
situations concerning email as a record, Johnston, Wallace, and Punzalan (2019) argue 
that identifying email as record has not resulted in greater accountability of U.S. officials. 
This limit of archival accountability is due to the fact that “current US regulations do not 
provide an active role for recordkeepers early in the record lifecycle…the audit and 







unenforceable” (p. 17). While this paper was written in reference to government email, its 
findings can be applied to university archives, where educating donors and University 
offices on email recordkeeping could lead to greater documentary value of the email 
records selected for preservation. 
Email correspondence holds value beyond government records as demonstrated 
by Zhang (2015) in her historical review of correspondence recordkeeping and email 
systems in the context of the United States. Zhang illustrates how “the tradition of 
correspondence recordkeeping by means of its persistent representation has been built 
into the robust functionality of modern email systems” (93). Zhang notes that “as long as 
correspondence as a document form persistently exists, people will be interested in 
knowing from whom to whom, at what time, about what topic and for what purpose the 
message was written” (93). Capturing the context of email creation and use presents 
administrative and technical challenges. After analyzing the few examples of processed 
email collections available online, Zhang is optimistic that through preserving email 
correspondence at the account level and using tools, such as ePADD, repositories will be 
able to review, appraise, and manage email records as well as make them accessible to 
the public. Zhang advocates for further research on email workflows when more email 
archival collections at repositories are processed and constructed.  
C. Challenges and Opportunities of Sensitivity Review 
 
In addition to ascertaining the archival value of email, archivists must also review 
email for sensitive information and ensure they are in compliance with restricting 
information governed by regulations such as Health Insurance Portability and 







Given the volume of information in an email corpus, finding efficient solutions that 
mitigate the risk of sensitive information and personally identifying information (PII) has 
proved challenging for archivists. Goldman and Pyatt (2013) reviewed literature on PII in 
born-digital materials and from their research they created a set of recommendations for 
institutions. The recommendations include developing policies with more specific 
language about born-digital materials, engaging collection donors/records creators about 
their born-digital materials, developing strategies for preserving and managing born-
digital archives, engage institutional IT staff, and develop institution- specific approaches 
to providing access, and engage researchers on born-digital issues. 
Goldman and Pyatt note that “email seems to be emerging as a hot zone for 
privacy risk” but the authors do not provide specific recommendations for identifying, 
managing, and containing the risks of email. Other papers that provide discussions on 
mitigating risk of sensitive information in born-digital materials, but not specifically 
email, include Gollins, et. al (2014) and Hutchinson (2017). Gollins, et. al (2014) 
discusses the challenges of balancing open government mandates with appraisal and 
sensitivity review of digital government records in the UK. Hutchinson (2017) 
investigates whether natural language processing techniques such as topic-modeling can 
effectively identify documents requiring restrictions within born-digital collections. One 
of the few pieces of literature that applies a theoretical discussion of appraisal and 
sensitivity review to a real collection is Sloyan’s (2016) case study of the Wellcome 
Library. The paper recounts the Wellcome Library’s appraisal and sensitivity review of 
two hard drives deposited in the archive by genomic researchers Ian Dunham and 







modern appraisal and sensitivity review techniques, the study focuses on processing hard 
drives, whose digital characteristics are much different from that of email. 
A final point of discussion with appraisal and sensitivity review is that the 
recommendations for theses processing stages, such as using automated tools and 
increasing engagement with donors and content creators, can also be helpful in creating 
richer description of the born-digital collections, ultimately increasing discoverability 
(Baron and Attfield, 2012; Hangal, et. al., 2015; Schneider and Chan, 2016; Lee and 
Woods, 2017). This selection of literature opened the discussion on how to describe born- 
digital collections in order to enhance discoverability by the public. The limited literature 
on the description of born-digital archives may be due to the fact that institutions are still 
in the process of determining how to best appraise and review the materials and have not 
reached the stage of describing collections for public discovery.  
D. Guidance and Case Studies on Processing Email Archives 
The last section of this literature review examines resources exclusively 
concerned with the working practices of institutions who have documented their 
experiences in case studies as well as general guidance and best practices that archivists 
could adapt for their institutions. Unlike previously reviewed literature which often 
concentrated on born-digital materials in general, these articles focus solely on the 
medium of email. These articles look at the lifecycle of email and how this lifecycle can 
translate to institutional workflows. 
General documentation on methods and best practices for processing email is 
limited Pennock (2006), and “The Future of Email Archives” report from the Task Force 







focusing on NLP techniques include Vellino, A., & Alberts, I. (2016) and Lee, C. A. 
(2018). Currently, the most robust contribution to the field is “The Future of Email 
Archives” report from the Task Force on Technical Approaches for Email Archives 
(2018), The report, a culmination of a year of research by the task force, surveys the 
email stewardship lifecycle, technical components of email, current trends and services, 
potential solutions and sample workflows, and recommendations for future email 
archiving initiatives. 
Within the category of email case studies, more literature has been published than 
general documentation. However, the majority of this literature focuses on email in 
personal papers and manuscript collections, rather than government or institutional email 
records. One of the earliest case studies on processing email is Hangal, et. al. (2012) 
which describe the technique for processing email archives in special collections using 
MUSE (Memories Using Email), an email browsing and visualization system developed 
at Stanford University. Stanford later incorporated aspects of the MUSE system into 
ePADD. Schneider, et. al. (2019) details how five institutions across the United States, 
United Kingdom and New Zealand are using ePADD to preserve and make accessible the 
contemporary literary email archives. Baker (2015) is another literary case study that 
describes the University of Manchester Carcanet Press Email Preservation Project and 
documents the challenges and opportunities involved in archiving the email generated by 
Carcanet Press, premier poetry publisher. Pledge and Dickens (2018) apply their 
workflow and outline the various software and methods used at each stage of processing 
of the born-digital materials (including email) of the English poet Wendy Cope deposited 







Cocciolo’s (2016) account of using grounded strategies to appraise emails for permanent 
retention at an art museum located in the Northeast USA.  
Case studies involving official organizational and government email records 
rather than personal papers are few. Vinh-Doyle (2017) advocates for the use of digital 
forensics for mitigating the risk of PII in official email records in their case study of 
email collections at the Provincial Archives of New Brunswick. West and Kaczmarek 
(2016) detail the experiences of the Records and Information Management office of the 
University of Illinois using predictive coding to appraise the large volume of email 
messages from the University’s senior administrators. 
The relatively sparse selection of literature related to processing email archives 
highlights the need for more studies that analyze the construction of email collections at 
archival institutions. Especially needed is more concrete examples of how institutions are 
processing organization email records and email that fall under the jurisdiction of public 
record law. By interviewing digital archivists at public universities rather than private 
institutions, I hope to uncover more information on the experiences of archivists handling 









The central question of this study investigates how archivists at public universities 
process and prepare email collections for public access. The bulleted list of questions 
below notes the specific questions that fall under my central research questions. 
1. How much appraisal work is done by archivists and curators before email 
archives are opened to the public? How do institutional policies and government 
regulations impact the level of processing required for email? 
2. What are the challenges involved in determining the documentary value of email 
and whether certain messages should be kept or discarded? 
3. When using email archiving tools, how much human review/intervention is 
needed during appraisal and sensitivity review? Can archivists rely on automated 
tools for sensitivity review? 
4. During the processing stage, what tools or strategies do archivists employ to assist 
them in describing the contents of an email corpus? 
5. Once the content of a collection has been processed, how are access restrictions 










The purpose of this study is to understand how archivists at universities acquire, 
process and make email archives accessible. I pursued a qualitative phenomenological 
investigation by conducting semi-structured, formal interviews with archivists. 
Phenomenological interviews “focus on the experiences of participants and the meanings 
they make of that experience” (Roulston and Choi, 2018). This study describes 
participants’ experiences with email archiving. I gathered these descriptions by “asking 
open questions concerning the participants’ feelings, perceptions, and understandings” of 
email archiving (Roulston and Choi, 2018). The intent of the interviews was to 
understand the policies and workflows archivists have established and how these 
guidelines are actually implemented when processing collections. I asked archivists to 
describe policies and workflows that they’ve implemented or plan to implement, focusing 
in on what’s working, what could be improved, and aspects of email archiving that they 
are interested in exploring in the future.  
Limitations of my study include sampling method, analyzing data that relies on 
participants recall of past experiences, and interviewing only one member of a special 
collections staff. My sampling method is a limited to users in the ePADD community and 
contributors to bloggERS, the blog of SAA’s Electronic Records Section. Another 
limitation of the study is I am asking participants to recall past processing decisions and 







misremember certain details or not want to share mistakes made or challenges faced 
during the processing of a collection. A third limitation of the study is that I am 
interviewing only one member of special collections staff at public universities. Other 
staff members, such as curators, who are involved in processing email may be better able 
to answer to certain interviews questions or might have a different perspective on 
processing email archives than the digital archivist. A delimitation of the study is a 
technical discussion of email system architecture and the potential for data loss when 
normalizing email formats. My paper does not address how to technically preserve the 
bits that comprise email messages and the structure of mailboxes. Consequently, I did not 
include an exhaustive discussion of articles written on the technical components of email 
in my literature review.  
A. Positionality / Researcher Role 
My role as a researcher more closely resembles insider rather than outsider 
because I am pursuing a degree in the archives field and work with processing born-
digital materials in special collections at two public universities. However, my position 
was different from those of my participants. Participants are professionals with years of 
archival experience, while I am a student who has just recently entered the field. Because 
of this positionality, I took on a mentee/learner role to participants’ mentor/instructor 
role, encouraging them to share with me their expertise and knowledge. This role was 
established naturally through discussion of my experience as a graduate student and 
research assistant. I described my work processing born-digital media as a graduate 
assistant at two public universities and why I am interested in email archiving workflows. 







found helpful in their own work and might be useful for me. The mentor-mentee 
relationship set a relaxed, comfortable tone for the interviews.  
B. Research Participants 
The population I studied are digital archivists at universities within the United 
States. I use the term digital archivist as a catch-all for archival positions responsible for 
an institution’s digital preservation activities. Other related titles include digital 
preservation librarian, archivist for digital initiatives, digital asset manager, and 
electronic records archivist/librarian. While job responsibilities for digital archivists may 
vary across institutions, the position usually encompasses the following: 
• Holds an MLS/MIS degree 
• Manages the long-term preservation of digital assets in the institution’s 
collections 
• Develops and implements workflows and policies for the acquisition, 
description, access, management, and preservation of digital content. 
• Stays up to date on standards and professional best practices of digital 
curation and preservation 
To sample the population of archivists, I created a list of archivists who appeared to be 
working with digital media. From this list, I contacted sixteen individuals. The list was an 
aggregation of the ePADD user list, contributors to bloggERS, and recommendations from my 
work supervisor, who is an archivist that specializes in preserving born-digital materials. The first 
source for my sample was the ePADD. ePADD is a free and open source software created by 
Stanford University that supports appraisal, processing, preservation, discovery, and delivery of 
email archives. The list of users is publicly available on the ePADD webpage at Stanford 







representative of all users. At the time of this study, there were currently 37 users listed. 
BloggERS is the blog of the Society of American Archivists’ Electronic Records Section. The 
blog is an online space where archivists share their knowledge on digital preservation with their 
peers. From the blog, I selected digital archivists who had contributed to the blog in the last two 
years. Lastly, I asked my work supervisor, who is active within the digital preservation 
community, to review the list and add or highlight archivists who she felt would be appropriate 
participants for the study.  
C. Data Collection Methods 
I collected data through semi-structured formal interviews. I chose interviews for 
this study because they provide rich, detailed data, which is necessary for describing the 
email processing practices of participants. The method also allows for flexibility when 
interviewing a participant. Unlike administering a survey/questionnaire, I was able to ask 
the participants to expand upon responses or ask probe questions to dig deeper into a 
particular issue. All of the participant institutions were at different stages in their work 
with email archiving. I adapted my interview guide for each participant according to their 
role and involvement in email archiving. Interviews also allowed for intriguing points of 
discussion that I did not plan for or think of in my interview guide, such as cybersecurity, 
a topic that arose while talking with participants. However, interviews have limitations. 
Scheduling participants for hour-long interview was challenging. I used Doodle polls to 
schedule interviews with participants, which reduced the amount of email exchange for 
finding a time to meet. While I asked similar questions to participants, the questions were 
not standardized for each participant as they would be in a survey. This aspect of 
interviews made coding the data more time-consuming. Interviewing participants over a 







I connected with participants and recorded the interviews without any issues.  
The interview data collection phase was implemented in several steps over two 
months. First, I created the list of potential participants as described above. Following 
this step, I sent an interview requests to potential participants. I ended up emailing 16 
individuals and then emailing 2 more participants, who my initial contacts recommended 
as a more appropriate participant from their institution. For those archivists that accepted 
interview requests, I scheduled their interviews via Doodle polls, asking them to provide 
me with 2 to 3 times that worked best for them.  Before each interview, I researched each 
participant’s institutions, to have a better understanding of their department structure, 
collecting areas, and digital preservation policies. I adjusted my interview scripts as 
necessary for each participant, however, the interviews did follow a general outline.  I 
started with questions about the participant’s role and responsibility and an overview of 
the organizational structure of the department in which they worked. From there, I asked 
questions regarding selection and acquisition of email, which included discussions on 
office transfers and donor relations. From acquisition, the conversation turned to archival 
processing of email, including appraisal, sensitivity review, and determining restrictions. 
After reviewing the email, participants discussed how they describe and arrange email. 
Lastly, I asked questions about the aspects of archiving email and born-digital materials 
they find frustrating and rewarding as well as any advice they would share with other 
institutions interested in email archiving. The final step of data collection involved 









D. Data Analysis Methods 
I analyzed the interview data through several rounds coding, unpacking the 
themes within the dense interview data. I conducted a preliminary round of coding by 
hand, which helped me gain a general sense of themes and how the responses of 
participants relate to one another.  Following hand coding, I used computer assisted 
coding with NVivo. With NVivo, I fleshed out the themes in the data through multiple 
coding rounds, tracking the latent and manifest content in codebook with the categories 
and themes uncovered in the data. I did not establish categories before coding interview 
transcriptions. I created the categories as they emerged during analysis. 
E. Research Quality and Ethical Considerations  
In terms of ethical considerations, the study posed minimal potential for harm. 
The main threats to participants include informed consent, confidentiality, interpretation 
of interview data, and embarrassment or self-consciousness about the 
workflows/processes (or lack thereof) that participants have at their institutions. I 
minimized these threats by briefing participants on the purpose of the study and what 
types of questions will be asked during the interview, securely storing interview 
transcriptions and audio recordings, accurately transcribe interviewees oral statements 
and not interpreting statements out of context. I emphasized to participants that this study 
is exploratory and that there are no “right” or “wrong” answers. I was not judging email 
archiving processes or comparing processes to determine which institution is best. 
Framing my research in this manner along with the mentor-mentee positionality resulted 








At the beginning of this study, I reached out to 16 potential participants via email. 
Two of the potential participants recommended that I contact another individual at their 
university who could better speak to the questions in my study. Several of the individuals 
I contacted informed me that they currently do not have a system in place for email 
archiving and felt they would not be the best choice for the study. While out of scope for 
this paper, a question for further exploration is why so few institutions are archiving 
email. The reasons for not implementing policies and procedures for email archiving 
could be enlightening. For this study, I talked with participants who were email archiving 
or were working towards creating an email archiving workflow. I conducted interviews 
with sevenparticipants from 6 different institutions. Four of the institutions were public 
universities while two were private universities. Of the participants, fourinstitutions were 
acquiring and processing email archives and two were in the midst of assembling an 
email archiving strategy. In order to protect the identities of participants, I used 
pseudonyms when referring to participants in the data analysis and discussion section. 
For a table of participants, see Appendix B. The discussion presented in this section 
reflects several rounds of coding interview transcriptions. The data in this study, while 
rich, only represents a small subset of archivists working at universities in the United 







universities. Instead, I focused on themes and points of discussion that emerged among 
participants in my interviews. These themes may be helpful for future studies.   
The data analysis section is grouped into five sections. The first section on 
participants provides context for the data analysis. This section describes the background 
and level of email archiving activity for each participant. The second section examines 
participant responses related to pre-appraisal, donor relations, selection, acquisition, and 
transfer of email to the repository. The third section delves into appraisal and looks at 
how participants describe and arrange email collections. The fourth section reviews the 
ways participants make email accessible to the public. The last section is a reflection on 
the responses to the more open-ended questions in my interview guide. With these 
questions, participants expressed their philosophies for working with email and advice for 
institutions who are interested in email archiving.   
A. Participant Profiles 
I interviewed seven information professionals from six institutions. Participants held various 
job titles, such as electronic records archivist, digital archivist, and digital preservation librarian. 
Although job titles were different, all participants work with email and other born-digital 
materials in some manner. Three of the seven participants mentioned that they were the first 
person to take on a digital preservation role at their institution. The first person I interviewed was 
Catherine Ainsley. Ainsley works as a digital archivist at a private university in Massachusetts 
and described her role as “responsible for everything born-digital.” She remarked, “Whenever I 
say all my duties out loud, I'm always like, ‘God, I feel like I'm doing five jobs.’" The next 
participant I interviewed was Luke Sohler, who leads digital initiatives at a public university in 
Michigan. He describes his position as “working with born-digital material, digitizing material, 







and also lots of the technical infrastructure that supports all that.” After Sohler, I interviewed 
Leah Brooks, the digital archivist at public university in California and the first person at her 
institution to hold this position. Brooks said that she is “responsible for overseeing all born-digital 
processing” and works with curators and an accessioning archivist “to help them bring in and 
responsibly acquire born-digital material.” I conducted one interview with two participants, 
Harper Dalton and Heather Costa, who work in the university archives at a private university in 
Massachusetts. Dalton is an electronic records archivist and manages collection development and 
electronic records. Costa works as collections services processing archivist and oversees the 
description of archival and manuscript collections, including born-digital content. The two 
participants who had not yet begun processing email were Glenn Walsh and Evan Hawkins. 
Glenn Walsh heads digital preservation at a public university in Ohio and is the first person to 
hold this position. His role at the university has changed over the years. Currently, his role is 
“more overarching throughout the libraries in regard to trying to develop strategy around digital 
preservation and where things will go, what platforms things belong in, what are the best 
practices and standards we should be following and helping develop workflow for these 
processes.” Evan Hawkins is a digital preservation librarian at a public university in 
Pennsylvania. He is also the first person to hold this position at his institution. When he started at 
the university, his focus was on access to digital collections but now he is currently building a 
digital preservation program for his institution. 
B. The Challenges of Selecting and Acquiring Email 
At the start of this study, my initial focus was on the processing stage of email 
archiving. While processing was discussed with all participants, I noticed discussion 
often turned to issues surrounding acquisition and donor relations.  A common theme 
among participants was that if they had more email collections, they would invest more 







is well-resourced but they have held off on diving deeply into email due to the lack of 
email they are acquiring. Sohler said, “We are well resourced. We’ve got enough people. 
We could probably go crazy if we wanted to but have decided not to because it just 
doesn’t seem quite worth it given the reality of what we collect.” Walsh noted that, in 
terms of email archiving, his institution has not implemented a workflow yet because 
there “hasn’t been enough bandwidth or a particular amount of critical mass or critical 
point where we’ve had to actually say, ‘Okay, we’ve got to do this now.” All of the 
participants remarked that they had very few email collections, or none at all in the case 
of Walsh and Hawkins.  
Many participants mentioned the desire for more regular university office email 
transfers. A more consistent transfer of these records could lead to more resources for 
email archiving. Ainsley stated that “Every now and again, I will sort of poke at the 
record’s manager to be like, ‘Hey how come in our regular office transfers, why aren’t 
we getting email collections more often?’ So, we’re working on it.” Although office 
transfers are not consistent, Ainsley has established a protocol for them: “If offices 
started to do regular transfers, we have instructions for them on how to export MBOX 
files from Outlook and whatever other email application they might be using.” A struggle 
that Ainsley experiences is encouraging individuals in university offices to regularly 
deposit email: “This is probably a problem with a lot of places where people aren’t 
willing to transfer their files until they’re leaving the university or they’ve passed away, 
and then it’s a struggle with IT to get access to their computer. There are so many records 
including their email on this University supplied computer.” Ainsley notes that working 







because her repository is legally bound to collect these records.  
Dalton and Costa also mentioned difficulties acquiring university email records. 
Dalton and Costa’s institution built their own email archiving system, where the archivist 
can either go to the donor's computer and transfer the email package (via a VPN and 
secure FTP client) or give the donor instructions to give the package to them. Even with 
this system in place, Dalton and Costa noted that email records do not arrive to university 
archives regularly. Internal email records are selected via a capstone approach. There is 
no email specific series in the records management schedule for email. As a result, email 
often arrives at the repository after retirement or a separation from the university. Like 
Ainsley, Dalton and Costa experience issues with university IT over access to computers 
for email records. After a controversial email incident several years ago, the university 
enacted a strict email policy that prevents access to viewing somebody’s email account 
without permission from the dean. Dalton describes working with the head of IT and the 
dean to gain access to email as an ongoing process. Dalton emphasized the importance of 
collecting university email accounts: “On a lot of people's, especially administrator's 
email, there's university records on there, the stuff belongs to the university, it may be 
important for the university to maintain this for legal and policy reasons, and we need to 
be able to get a hold of it. So we have to figure out how we can carve out some sort of 
exception or some sort of alternate process that gives us easier access.”  
Brooks has also faced challenges collecting university email records. In Brooks’s 
case, relations between university departments and university archives was the central 
issue. Brooks explained that the current university archivist is in the midst of building 







unique interpretation of what should constitute university archives” by focusing almost 
exclusively on faculty papers. Consequently, this previous university archivist failed to 
retain records which fall under the records retention policies of the institution. Due to her 
approach to collecting, a tradition of the deposit of these records was not established in 
university archives. Instead, these records had been retained by the individual 
departments for 30 years. The departments were reluctant to give over their records when 
the new university archivist reached out to them. Brooks describes this outreach as “a 
very long process of building bridges, repairing trust, engendering trust, convincing 
people.” While the institution offers an online portal where digital records can be 
deposited, the university has been foregoing this route in favor of collecting the digital 
records in-person with an external drive. These in-person collecting visits help establish 
trust between departments and the archives.  
In addition to internal university offices, email from external donors was another 
record that participants were interested in acquiring.  One of the limitations of the study 
was that many of the participants did not work directly with donors. Participants 
explained that curators, who were not interviewed for this study, primarily work on 
cultivating donor relationships. The participants in this study worked more behind the 
scenes and less in outreach. Ainsley noted that, while she’s not really involved with 
donor conversations, she believes email comes up in the conversations but usually does 
not go anywhere. Hawkins echoed Ainsley, remarking, “I am not directly in 
communication with donors. I'm in the institutional background, shall we say. Our 
curators are working directly with them. I know there are discussions around born-digital 







extensive those conversations are.” A few participants discussed consulting resources on 
acquiring born-digital content from donors. Brooks stated that guidance on and best 
practices for donating email are often idealistic. Specifically, Brooks pointed to the CLIR 
report “Born Digital: Guidance for Donors, Dealers, and Archival Repositories” 
(Redwine, 2013) as an example of setting unrealistic expectations for repositories. 
Brooks believes that donor relations presented in the report are not feasible for most 
repositories. Brooks described the assumptions the report: 
“It assumes, number one, that the donor is, first of all, living. And you're not working 
with an estate or a widow or a widower or whatever. So that's number one. Number 
two, it just assumes that you have all the time in the world. And you can go back, and 
you can have multiple conversations, and that is not how things usually work. Donors 
are very busy, they have other prerogatives. Email might be a small component of 
what is a much larger hybrid donation.” 
 
 In comparison with Brooks, Walsh found a donor relations resource workable for his 
institution. Walsh relies on the framework presented in the AIMS Project (2012). He 
recommends one of the survey tools (located in Appendix F of the project report) to help 
curators talk with donors about their digital life and show donors how to inventory their 
digital content. The survey prompts donors about their digital life, asking them to 
consider their computing habits, digital material creation, varieties of digital material, 
digital material organization, mobile devices, email, webpages, social networking sites, 
document sharing sites, digital files storage, and privacy and security. The survey 
contains eight questions about the donor’s email account(s), focusing on how the donor 
saves and organizes their email. As explored in the next section, donor input on their 
email management can lead to more effective appraisal. 
C. Email Processing Strategies 







email, it would be iterative and experimental. Iterative because participants described 
conducting rounds of appraisal on email collections. Experimental because almost all 
participants were still revising their methods and investigating different solutions for 
processing roadblocks. The iterative process can be seen in Ainsley’s workflow, where 
she conducts appraisal, “I'll run plans by my supervisor before I really dig in and make 
major processing decisions and appraisal decisions. I’ll sort of do a first pass at an email 
collection and write up a bit of a report on what I propose to do, and I’ll talk it out with 
her.” Ainsley writes extensive processing and appraisal notes, which later is used for 
description in the collection’s finding aid. During appraisal, Ainsley focuses on gathering 
high-level data of the dates, number of emails, and major correspondences.  
In terms of appraising email, Brooks said the process ideally starts with the 
curator cultivating relationship with donors and then eventually bringing her and an 
accessioning archivist in for consultation. During these meetings, “we would all sit down 
and talk about things like PII and whether there's anything that needs to be restricted. Or 
make sure we all share the same understanding about how it's going to be accessed and 
preserved.” However, Brooks said this idealized appraisal process involving 
collaboration and conversations between the donor, curator, digital archivist, and 
accessioning archivist is difficult within the context that the repository acquires 
collections. As an example, Brooks recalled a recent email accession involving a donor 
who was a member of the c-suite at her university: 
“We were lucky to get 30 minutes on his schedule before he wrapped up his job. 
And he was, he may as well have been sitting there staring at his watch while we 
got the PST files from him. And he's just somebody who's used to saying, "Ask 
my secretary," or, "Ask my assistant.” He was fine with giving us the records. He 
was happy to do that. But he just didn't have the time, the inclination, or maybe 








In addition to busy donors, another example that Brooks shared was finding email in 
born-digital backlog collections, where often contacting the creator is not possible. 
In comparison with Ainsley and Brooks, Sohler took a less involved approach to 
appraisal. Staff conduct very little appraisal on email once it arrives to the repository. 
Instead, archivists work with the donor to organize their email before transfer. Sohler said 
this work can involve creating labels and folders, organizing the inbox, and creating rules 
for certain types of messages. The donor’s prepared email will then be exported as an 
MBOX to the repository and not much processing is done beyond that initial donor 
review. In terms of donor inclination to work with archivists, Sohler stated that it’s a 
small subset of people who are willing to donate their email and these people tend to be 
more motivated to do the work of organizing their inbox in conjunction with archivists. 
Reviewing email messages for sensitive information and PII emerged as one of 
the most time-consuming aspect of processing email. This labor-intensive aspect of 
appraisal often derails processing work and, ultimately, public access to the email. 
Brooks recalled that there was “PII on PII on PII on PII” in the c-suite collection 
mentioned in the previous paragraph, making appraisal very complicated. In terms of 
restrictions, Brooks explained that email messages can be grouped into three categories: 
messages open to everybody, messages containing sensitive information and only 
accessible by certain people under certain conditions, and messages that are completely 
restricted but still must be maintained because they are university records. Unraveling the 
layers of restrictions in an email account is an intricate, time-consuming task. Processing 
for the email is currently on hold because “there were so many different layers of 







we were answering all those questions thoroughly enough.” Brooks joked that “we're 
waiting until a point in time when we magically have triple the staff” to begin processing 
the email again.  
Unlike Brooks, Ainsley does not receive email until the main collection has been 
processed. Ainsley gather clues from the main collection to figure out what to look for in 
terms of restrictions for the email. She applies university restrictions on committee 
emails, internal university business, anything financial, and anything having to do with 
student transcripts. She consults a list of different levels of restrictions and what she 
needs to search for using keyword searching in ePADD. Ainsley knows that she will not 
catch everything during her review. Accordingly, the reading room has a policy for 
researchers that addresses this issue: 
“We have this language, in a couple places here, that if you see something, 
especially in a digital archive, either with born-digital records or with email, we’ll 
let the researcher know. If you see something that you think that you shouldn't 
see, be ethical about it, let us know. Don't go running to the presses with it, 
because sometimes it's like thousands of files or thousands of emails, and you're 
not going to catch everything. So I think it's okay to pass the buck to researchers a 
little bit to be like, ‘Hey, just don't be a jerk about this and work with us. Let us 
know.’ Because some things are going to slip.” 
 
Similar language used in the reading room policy at Ainsley’s institution could be 
adopted by other institutions. Catching every instance of PII and sensitive information in 
an email account is impossible. A reading room policy like Ainsley’s could help 
archivists feel more confident about opening email to researchers.  
Tools relying on AI technology, such as natural language processing, hold 
potential for assisting archivists in reviewing the large volume of data in email. 
Participants were open to using AI tools but hesitant to completely embrace these tools as 







While many processes are heavily automated at his repository, he is wary of completely 
removing human review from appraisal: 
“We're more on the progressive side of letting things be automated, not doing a 
super close review of things. In fact, that I would say that characterizes 99% of 
what we do. It would probably make a lot of other archivists very uncomfortable. 
But even with that, I think we always were skeptical of any approach that would 
exclude human decision-making because then we're like, "What's an archivist 
for?" I mean that's also framing it as a false binary, too. But I don't know, we 
definitely rely on automation all the time and we rely on machine learning but we 
would never exclusively rely on those things.” 
 
Similar to Sohler, Ainsley was also hesitant about AI tools, expressing, “I don't 100% 
trust it…I'm not at the place where I'm ready to leave it up to the machine to tell me what 
these emails are about.” Her distrust of AI appraisal capabilities stems from reviewing the 
results of ePADD’s lexicons, which relies on natural language processing. Ainsley has 
not found much success with the lexicons that tag emotions in email messages: “It's been 
weird, it hasn't been perfect. It's like machine, why do you think that this is sad? And it 
might be because the word rainy was in it and it's like, oh, it's a rainy and gloomy day, so 
we're sad.” In comparison with Sohler and Ainsley, Dalton and Costa expressed a more 
optimistic attitude toward AI tools. Dalton recognizes that for the tool to be effective in 
appraisal, its results set must not contain an overabundance of false positives or false 
negatives. As discussed in the quote below, Costa and Dalton emphasized that AI tools 
contain potential in assisting repositories with handling the scale and volume of email:  
“Costa: Just thinking about the scale of what we've seen now, and the balance is 
only going to go up from here, I would say, absolutely. One of the things here, 
along with the scale, is the staffing as well, and we need to be creative and 
whatever way technology can leverage that as best we can, I think we really need 
to go in that direction. 
 
Dalton: Yeah, definitely. That's obviously our biggest sticking point is the volume 
and coping with the volume. We can do batch processing in [name of email 







metadata to the entire results set with just the click of a button, so that's easy. That 
part's easy, but of course, coming up with the result set is not. Coming up with the 
result set that hopefully doesn't have too many false positives or false negatives in 
it, is tough. Hopefully something like natural language processing can help us get 
further along that way.” 
 
A tool that participants frequently mentioned when speaking about processing 
email was ePADD, the free and open source email archiving software developed by 
Stanford University. Participants openly spoke about the strengths and weaknesses of the 
software. Hawkins and Walsh, the participants preparing to implement email archiving at 
their institutions, both mentioned ePADD as tool they want to explore. Walsh plans to 
test ePADD to see if it will be a useful tool for his institution while Hawkins is 
considering using ePADD both as a curatorial tool and an environment for access.  
The participants who are currently processing email had varying opinions on 
ePADD. Sohler was the participant least enthusiastic about the software. He felt that the 
ePADD reflects the specific thinking of its creator, Stanford University:  
“ePADD is interesting, but I feel when you dig into it a little bit, you can tell it’s 
based on Stanford’s way they do things and it’s informed by that. Which is fine 
and I guess that’s the way everything is, but it’s not like this neutral platform for 
working with email. It’s this very Stanford-y platform for working with email.”  
 
Sohler emphasized that being “Stanford-y” is not bad, but ePADD should not be touted 
as the solution or “correct” way to go about email archiving. Ainsley offered a more 
positive view of ePADD, appreciating that fact that it “allows you to go soup to nuts - 
appraisal, processing and access.” The only problems Ainsley has experienced with 
ePADD is migration issues. Since she was an early adopter of ePADD, she has had to 
migrate to new version of the software, a process she described as problematic. 
Brooks uses ePADD in conjunction with Forensic Toolkit (FTK). Brooks uses 







appraisal component of ePADD is its greatest weakness. It requires an archivist to have 
detailed knowledge of a collection and know what they are looking for in the email 
corpus. Brooks noted, “I really think that the appraisal component of [ePADD], 
particularly the approach that the software takes to identifying sensitive, confidential, 
personally identifiable information, it just assumes a significant knowledge about the 
collection, that you know what you're looking for when oftentimes that's the whole point, 
is you don't know what you're looking for.” Brooks prefers FTK for appraisal because she 
believes that, with FTK, “You have so much more control over what you can do, both in 
terms of various pattern matching also, but also keyword searching. If you search the 
same key word in ePADD and Forensic Toolkit, I've found, we've found that you don't 
often get the same results.”  
D. Discovery and Access 
Discussions around discovery and access focused on improving current delivery 
methods as well as pondering potential future solutions. Workflows for this stage of 
email arching seemed to be most in flux. None of the participants have received user 
feedback on accessing email collections, making it difficult to determine the success of 
current procedures. Additionally, of the few email collections processed, many are 
embargoed and, therefore, not accessible. Of the email in collections that are open, 
participants were uncertain of how often researchers requested access. Ainsley admitted 
she was surprised that users have yet to request the one open email collection at her 
institution. The email account belongs to a professor who was well-loved and a very 
public figure on campus who mentored many students. Ainsley is cannot explain why 







“The one collection that we have open, I don't think we've had a single request to 
see it, which is really actually shocking to me and I don't know why. I really can't explain 
it. The papers have gotten some use, but the email has not, at least not to my knowledge. 
Part of me wants to go bang a drum and be like, "Look at this email collection. It's full of 
rich information." So I don't know. I don't know why it doesn't get used.” Unlike 
Ainsley’s institution, where email is only accessible on-site in the reading room, Sohler’s 
institution maintains an online repository where a few email collections can be 
downloaded. Sohler know that people have downloaded these collections but was not 
sure how frequently reference staff receive requests for email collections. He noted that 
among staff, there is the consensus that email delivery could be improved: “I can’t tell if 
this need is coming from the outside and then being picked up by people on the inside or 
if this is just coming from people on the inside. But definitely people are interested in 
better ways of providing access to email than we have now.” Sohler said that currently 
they are doing “the very bare minimum when it comes to email.” Consequently, the 
repository relies on the researcher to dig into the email and find what is relevant to their 
research. Sohler explains that, “If [researchers] really want to use email collections, then 
here’s the stuff, here’s the MBOX, but you have to know how to work with the email.” 
Similar to Sohler, Dalton and Costa do not create detailed descriptions for email. 
They prefer to let the objects describe themselves, using the metadata captured by their 
email archiving system. The email in their repository is embargoed for a minimum of 50 
years. Consequently, Kendall and Costa have not begun listing email in collection finding 
aids. If they were to put email in the finding aid, Costa says that she would arrange the 







and then let the researcher keyword search in the email corpus itself when they are given 
access. 
Delivery of email was not discussed in great detail during the interview, as many 
participants were still experimenting with the acquisition and processing stages. 
Relationships between the processing staff and public facing staff were highlighted as a 
key part of a successful delivery. Participants mentioned working with reference staff in 
imposing restrictions and setting up a smooth delivery system on a computer in the 
reading room. Most participants used the ePADD Delivery module to provide access to 
email collections. Brooks understands that the ePADD delivery module makes sense in 
the context of a reading room. Yet, in the future, Brooks envisions a method to deliver 
email in a way mimics how the creator would have experienced their mailbox. She 
believes it would be beneficial to give users the option to view the email in the original 
mailbox presentation. This presentation would support archival principle of original order 
because, while the ePADD delivery does not destroy original order, it does obfuscate it.  
F. Email Archiving: Where to Start 
Among participants there was the feeling that there is no perfect method for email 
archiving. No single tool or policy will work for every institution and institutions should 
find what works best for their needs. Ainsley, one of the participants who had been 
working on email archiving at her institution for the past ten years, advised archivists at 
other institutions to “just go, just do it” when it comes to email archiving. She follows the 
advice of a mentor who told her, “Don’t let the perfect get in the way of the good.” 
Adding to this sentiment, Ainsley noted “Don’t be afraid to fail and don’t think that you 







out along the way.” Sohler believes that “there’s not a one size fits all” for email 
archiving. He expanded upon this thought, saying “I feel like it’s tempting to think that 
because email is so easy to isolate as a unique kind of file format. So, you can go, ‘Oh, so 
the way you solve email is with ePADD or something like that.” Sohler emphasized that, 
in terms of email archiving, “there’s just different ways to do it and you got to pick the 
one that’s right for you.” Costa, whose institution built their own email archiving system, 
echoed Sohler’s point, recommending that archivists “be flexible” and remember that 
“not everything is going to be one size fits all.” Costa also recommends talking with 
peers, “I feel like everybody’s in the same boat, so if you keep talking to folks, maybe 
you’ll figure out if somebody is doing something that can help you solve your issue.” 
Brooks also mentioned the importance of peers when creating a creating a plan for email 
archiving. Brooks increased her email archiving knowledge by attending conferences, 
developing professional relationships, and joining working groups. She commented that 
she has cultivated list of people “who I can reach out to, who I know I can reach out to 















As discussed in the Methodology section, this study is not a comprehensive 
examination of email archiving. Interviewing curators was not within this paper’s scope 
but curator perspectives on email archiving should be explored in future studies. Curators 
could provide more insight into donor relations and their conversations with donors 
regarding email. Future studies could also incorporate the two-person interview format, 
which I conducted with Dalton and Costa, by interviewing the curator who acquires the 
email along with the archivist who processes the email. However, when interviewing two 
people at the same time, there is the risk that participants may not be as candid as if they 
were interviewed separately. Another future study could examine why institutions have 
not implemented email archiving polices. I received several responses from potential 
participants informing me that they have not yet begun email archiving. A valuable 
perspective may be to hear from archivists on what factors have been blocking them from 
email archiving. This perspective may encourage more effective and sustainable tools and 
workflows that do not require every repository to build their own email archiving system. 
The data analysis illustrated that email presents many challenges for archives, 
however, despite these challenges, archivists are collecting, processing, preserving and 
making email accessible in ways that work best for their respective institutions. Email is 
an important record and historical document. It is critical for archives to be actively 
capturing this type of correspondence. Archivists may be aided by AI tools but ultimately 







repositories should start pondering strategies for email archiving. As participants in the 
study emphasized, perfect is not possible when it comes to processing email. You will 
inevitably make mistakes as you test different email archiving workflows. Participants 
embraced the fact that working email and born-digital objects is exciting and dynamic 
because people are still figuring out how to best preserve these types of materials. When 
thinking about email archiving, the best approach may be to view the format’s challenges 
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Appendix A. Recruitment Email Scripts 
 
Dear [participant’s name], 
 
My name is Clare Carlson and I am a second-year MSLS student at the School of 
Information and Library Science at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. I am 
writing to ask if you would be interested in participating in an interview over Zoom for 
my Master’s Paper. I am conducting research on appraising and processing email 
collections. I am interested in your experiences as [position title at institution]. The 
purpose of the research is to explore email appraisal strategies and processing workflows 
at universities within the United States. Your participation will involve one informal 
interview that will last between 45 minutes to an hour.  
 
This research has no known risks. A copy of the paper will be ingested to the Carolina 
Digital Repository at UNC Chapel Hill. The interview data that I collect will be kept 
confidential and will be destroyed upon completion of the project in May 2020. I will 
anonymize the names of all individuals and organizations involved, such that my paper 
will not include individual data in a form by which you could be identified. 
 
If you are not involved in working with email collections, I would greatly appreciate if 
you could let me know the appropriate person to contact at your institution. Or feel free 
to forward my email to the appropriate person. 
 
If you are willing to participate in an interview or have any questions or concerns, please 
contact me at claretc@live.unc.edu. 
 







Digital Processing Assistant | Wilson Special Collections | UNC Libraries 
Digital Archives Graduate Assistant | Special Collections Research Center | NC State 

















Name (pseudonym) Institution Position 
Catherine Ainsley Private university in 
Massachusetts  
Digital archivist 
Luke Sohler Public university in 
Michigan  
Digital initiatives archivist  
Leah Brooks Public university in 
California 
Digital archivist 
Glenn Walsh Public university in Ohio Digital preservation 
librarian 





































Appendix C. Interview Guide  
 
Participants position/role at institution  
• Could you please provide an overview of the tasks and responsibilities 
involved in your position at [institution]? 
• Could you tell me a little bit about the organizational structure of 
[department]? 
• What role do you have in processing email archives? Who else, such as 




Pre-appraisal activities – selection and acquisition 
• When (and why) did [institution] make the determination to acquire 
email for preservation? 
• Has [institution] policies  for acquiring  email changed over time? 
• Could you give me examples of the types of email accounts your 
repository collects and why these accounts are collected? 
• What challenges are involved in determining the value of email and 
what accounts should be collected? 
• How does the institution communicate with donors about preserving 
email? 
• How are the email records captured and transferred to the repository? 
 
 
Processing activities - Accessioning, appraisal and review, arrangement 
and description, and discovery and access. 
• Do you have established workflows for processing email? 
• If yes, how did you created these workflows? What resources did you 
consult? 
• If no, how are you handling email collections at the moment?   
• Could you please walk me through your workflow for processing email 
collections? 
• What are the steps for accessioning email? 
• After, you’ve accessioned the email, what comes next? Does the email 
go into some type of processing queue?  
• What preservation activities are involved in processing the email?  
• Do you normalize files? 







• contents of an email corpus? 
• How do you handle reviewing email for sensitive information? 
o How much human review/intervention is needed during 
sensitivity review? 
o What challenges do you face with sensitivity review? 
o What are the strengths and weaknesses of the tools you use to 
review email? In other words, what is working well and what 
can be improved.  
• What are your approaches or methodologies to appraising email (e.g. 
macro,  functional, micro, technical, bottom-up, etc.)? Does it differ 
depending on whether its university archives or manuscript collections? 
o How do these appraisal approaches differ from appraising other 
archival materials? 
o Who is involved in appraisal activities? 
o How are decisions made regarding disposition and restriction of 
messages? 
o How much time is spent on appraisal?  
o Do you document appraisal decisions? 
• How is the email ultimately arranged and described?  
• How is the email stored for long-term preservation? 
• How is the email made discoverable and accessible to the public? 
• What challenges do you face when making email accessible? 
• Have you had requests to use email collections? 
 
 
• What do you find most frustrating about email archiving? 
• For institutions that are not processing email but want to, what advice 
would you give? 
 
